Introduction
In this paper we investigate a selection of issues in the morphology-syntax interface.
This has been the locus of intense research activity in recent years particularly within lexicalist theories of grammar such as LFG. A central question is how it is that across languages or within a single language a whole host of morphological, lexical and syntactic means can be deployed to express essentially the same set of meanings or functions. One very specific example of this is seen when very similar (or even identical) grammatical meanings/functions are expressed now by inflected morphological word forms and now by means of small syntactic constructions, in other words, when a single set of grammatical properties receives synthetic and analytic expression. One further important feature of Latin inflection is the existence of deponent and semi-deponent verbs. Deponents are verbs with active syntax and active 'meaning' but which have the form of passive verbs. The semi-deponents are active in form in the imperfective tense series but take the deponent, passive, form in the perfective aspect. In (6) we see a sample partial paradigm for a deponent verb and in (7) we see a semi-deponent: Accusative marked direct objects (totam causam oblitus est 'he forgot the whole case (Acc)' from obliviscor 'forget' and a number take oblique case-marked complements such as gratulor 'congratulate + Dative', utor 'use + Ablative'. Very occasionally a deponent can be used with the function and interpretation of a genuine passive (!), a fact which, while interesting, will not concern us.
F-structures in classical LFG
Lexical Functional Grammar (Bresnan, in press) posits two levels of surface syntactic representation, c-structure which expresses information about constituent structure and syntactic word class, and f-structure which captures information about grammatical relations and such semantically interpretable functional features as definiteness, tense and so on. Together, these levels of representation capture the observed wide variability of external surface form (exponence) together with the largely invariant or universal aspects of syntactic structure. It is an important aspect of LFG that it is possible to express grammatical functions independently of exponence.
Thus, whether the subjects and objects of a clause are expressed by word order, agreement, case marking, clitics or whatever (or any combination of these) the fstructure will remain relatively constant across languages and across constructions.
This level of representation therefore makes it possible to state generalizations about functional organization which cut across morphosyntactic realization. For instance, the f-structure shown in (8) will be applicable to any language that makes a tense distinction and which has pronominals, whether full pronouns, clitics or affixal (incorporated) pronominals, which distinguish person and number:
In classical LFG analyses the f-structure completely lacks information proper to cstructure, namely, categorial features (such as [±N,±V] or their equivalent), and the independent representation of 'functional' categories such as DET, AUX, SPEC, and so forth. The distinction between c-structure features and f-structure features turns out not to be quite so clear-cut, however. Consider, for instance, the analysis in (9) of 'was persuaded (to go)' (Kaplan and Bresnan 1982:224): (9) persuaded: V, (↑PARTICIPLE) = PASSIVE (↑PRED) = 'PERSUADE<(↑BY OBJ) (↑SUBJ) (↑VCOMP) (↑VCOMP TO) = c +
In the f-structure in (9), (↑PARTICIPLE) = PASSIVE says that the value of the feature PARTICIPLE of the verb head is 'Passive', while (↑VCOMP TO) = c + says that there is a feature to applied to the complement of the verb head persuade and that the value of that TO feature is constrained to be '+' (in other words, the verb persuade takes a complement in the infinitive form would be somewhat surprising if they obeyed the same principles as those governing the distribution of subjects and objects or the semantic interpretation of definiteness or tense. In more recent formal work on the architecture of LFG it is often assumed that the f-structure contains precisely those functional elements which contribute to semantic interpretation (Dalrymple, Lamping, and Saraswat, 1993) but this would exclude purely morphological features such as those governing choice of non-finite verb form in a given construction. A response to this is to propose a distinct projection, m-structure, at which such morpho-syntactic dependencies are handled (Butt, Niño and Segondo, 1996, Frank and Zaenen, 1998 ; see also Ackerman and Webelhuth, 1998).
In much previous LFG work the fact that the f-structures should conflate two types of information in this way has been immaterial. However, we will see in our analysis of
Latin that it will essential to distinguish the interpretable functional features from those which simply govern morphological form.
Latin perfective passives as true periphrastic constructions -a wrong solution
The Latin perfective passive is puzzling from the typological point of view because it goes counter to a very general principle of markedness, often referred to as Blocking (see Andrews 1990): when morphology and syntax are in competition it's morphology which has precedence. Other things being equal we would expect the verb morphology of Latin to be able to churn out the perfective passive forms. For instance, 'she was praised' might be expressed by the non-existent form *laudavitur. But if such virtual forms do exist they are pre-empted by the periphrastic forms. But how can this be if the general tendency is for Blocking to favour morphology over syntax?
The obvious answer to this question is to say that there are no morphological forms for the perfective passive section of the paradigm in the first place, and thus the periphrastic construction is not pre-empting the morphology, rather it is filling in a gap left by the morphology. Thus, we might suppose that the paradigm for the Latin verb is not 'square' as in (1) above but rather 'L-shaped' as shown in (10) Now, the analytic passive doesn't have this freedom. Instead, the imperfective form of the copula is used even though the construction itself expresses perfective aspect.
Thus, to express the perfective past passive 'I had been loved' Latin used the construction amatus eram, not amatus fui. If the analogy with the true periphrastic constructions had held then amatus eram would have meant 'I was being/used to be loved' or 'I had been being loved', contrasting with amatus fui which would have meant 'I was/had been loved (once)'. Presumably, the fact that the imperfective meaning of the copula is neutralized in the analytic passive is connected with the fact that perfectivity is already signalled in the participle. Observe that in the periphrastic future, amaturus, and gerundive, amandus, the nonfinite verb forms are neutral with respect to aspect. Nonetheless, if the construction really is a true periphrastic construction (as required on the morphosyntactic ambiguity account), then it is somewhat suspicious that the full set of oppositions implied by the copula are not found. Indeed, it is unclear why there are any synthetic passive forms at all in Latin. A more "logical" periphrastic construction would treat the participle as solely an exponent of passive voice and would then express all the finiteness features of tense, aspect, mood and agreement through the copula (auxiliary), much as in the participial passive of modern Romance languages. Thus, in much the same way that sono amato, fui amato, sarò amato in Italian mean 'I am loved', 'I was loved', 'I shall be loved', so we might expect the whole of the Latin passive to be expressed by the participial construction: amatus sum/fui/ero. This reasoning doesn't actually refute the analysis of the construction as a case of genuine periphrasis, though it does raise intriguing questions about the division of labour between the components of the construction.
However, there is a more serious problem with the periphrastic analysis, and that is the problem of the (semi-)deponents (a point made independently by Stump, in press, Ch. 1.4, though he doesn't explore the problems this brings for the account of Börjars et al., 1997). Recall from section 2 that deponents are verbs which are passive in form but active in meaning. The semi-deponents are active in form in the imperfective aspect and take passive morphology only in the perfective aspect. Now, in the analytic construction, it is the syntactic, f-structure, features which are realized. On the simple model, this would imply that we would have to include in the f-structure information about participial forms, much as was done in (9). The morphology is driven by the syntax: transitive verbs must be able to express the passive relationship even in the perfective. But a deponent verb is not syntactically passive. The regular process which derives a passive participle from a transitive verb doesn't apply to intransitive verbs in the same way that it applies to transitive predicates. With intransitives, passive morphology gives an impersonal construction, but there is no personal passive of intransitives. This means that the passive morphology of deponents, including the passive participle, cannot be derived from by the lexical process which gives rise to passives of transitives. Indeed, this point is independent of the LFG architecture: no matter how the regular passive alternation is handled it cannot be used to drive the participial periphrastic construction with (semi-)deponent verbs.
What the deponents show is that the syntactic construction with the passive participle really does function as the realization of the morphological feature set [m-
What this means is that the paradigms were "square" all along, having the structure illustrated in Table 1, not Table 2 . This is because the morphological paradigm for the deponents must consist of the whole of the right hand half of The crucial conclusion from this reasoning is that morphological paradigms must sometimes contain syntactic constructions (see also Stump, in press ). This will form the heart of our re-analysis of the Latin data. To set that analysis in context we now discuss the proposals of Börjars et al. (1997) .
Börjars et al. 1997 on Latin periphrasis
Given this background we can now consider a recent approach to the Latin periphrasis within LFG offered by Börjars, Vincent and Chapman (1997). They, too, argue that the periphrastic perfective passive construction is part of the verb paradigm. Thus, they (implicitly) reject the 'L-shaped' paradigm in favour of the square paradigm.
Moreover, because they deploy an LFG architecture their approach has some attractive features. In particular, they propose that the participle and the auxiliary each contribute different pieces of information to the f-structure of the whole construction.
The idea is that the participle provides the semantic value of the verb itself (the LFG "PRED" value), the perfective aspect feature and the passive voice feature, while the auxiliary provides all the finiteness features (i.e. agreement in person/number with the subject, and tense). This can be seen by comparing (13), the f-structure which they propose for laudatur '(she) is (being) praised', with (15), the f-structure which they propose for laudata est 'she was/has been praised', which is derived from their two representations in (14):
The auxiliary esse is unspecified for aspect and voice. The auxiliary is neutral with respect to voice in that it appears in the periphrastic future active: laudatura est '(she) is about to praise'. On the face of it, however, est would appear to be imperfective in aspect, since esse has a distinct perfective form. Börjars et al. argue that aspect (and also voice) is neutralized, however, when esse is used as an auxiliary. However, they do not give an explicit treatment of such neutralization. Structure (15) is then taken to be a unification of the two structures (14a) and (14b).
Unfortunately, however, (14a) and (14b) cannot be partial descriptions of the same fstructure. Any attempt to unify these representations will fail because of a constant- Such overriding is impermissible in LFG, but even if we were to permit it, it would not capture the facts adequately. The participle remains a participle whatever the meaning or grammatical function of the periphrasis. Because Börjars et al. (1997) employ a model of LFG which does not distinguish m-features from s-features they are unable to capture the fact that the word forms in the periphrastic construction still bear the same m-features they always have even though the s-features that they now conjointly realize are different from those which they would normally realize on their own.
There are a number of other technical queries that can be raised about this analysis, which are largely tangential to our present concerns, but one point is worth bearing in mind here. Because Börjars et al. are trying to capture (quite rightly, we believe) the idea that the periphrasis is a bona fide part of the 'square' paradigm of the verb they have effectively imported adjectival features such as GENDER into the verb paradigm. However, this brings two disadvantages. First is the problem that Latin verbs do not agree with their subjects for gender in any tense/aspect/voice form. In this respect Latin differs from, say, Russian, in which the past tense form does indeed agree with the subject for gender (though not person). The second problem is that the periphrastic construction has the morphosyntax of an adjective + copula construction.
However, this cannot be adequately captured in the scheme proposed by Börjars et al.
Gender agreement is a feature of the nominal system and the reason why the perfective passive shows it is quite simply because the participle is an adjective. But there would seem to be no means of indicating that the participle is an adjective on the Börjars et al. analysis. Rather, the participle is treated as a gender-marked verb form.
If there were some way of ensuring that the grammar could treat the periphrasis as an adjective + copula construction then the fact that we find agreement typical of an adjective and not that of a verb would be an automatic consequence.
M-features and s-features: the morphosyntactic projection index
We have stressed the need to distinguish two kinds of morphosyntactic features. We therefore explicitly acknowledge that linguistic theory needs to make reference to at least two distinct (though related) vocabularies of features, m-features and s-features (meant to be reminiscent of 'morphology' and 'syntax' respectively). Thus, the m-and s-featural descriptions of (9) will be roughly as in (16) We have pointed out that m-features and s-features are sometimes distinct, in that we sometimes find a mismatch between the two. There are two further senses in which the two sets of features are distinct, and which require us to separate the two. First, there are features which are expressed in the morphology but which find no reflex of any sort in the syntax. In many languages, one could argue that choice of non-finite verb form in analytic constructions (illustrated above in (8)) is an illustration of this.
However, we need only look to inflectional classes to see morphological features completely unmotivated by phonology, syntax or semantics. It is not uncommon for a language to have noun classes (declensions) whose membership is essentially arbitrary, or in which membership cuts across phonological or semantic determinants.
As Aronoff (1994) has meticulously demonstrated we must then speak of a purely morphological inflectional class feature. In particular, it is generally the case in such languages that there is no level of syntax which has access to information about declension class membership. Similar remarks can be made about declension classes of adjectives and about conjugation classes. Thus, there are some m-features, namely inflectional class features, which have absolutely no counterpart in f-structure.
Similarly, it is not difficult to find cases in which there are f-structure features which find no reflex whatever in morphology. Indeed, in languages which largely or completely lack inflectional morphology this will be the case generally. A simple example from English is the feature DEFINITE, which is an important f-structure feature (if only because it receives a semantic interpretation) but which is not represented morphologically in English at all, but rather by a set of independent function words.
Although there is an obvious need to keep m-features and s-features separate, it is equally true that in languages with rich morphology, especially, there is frequently a trivial(-looking) mapping between the two sets of features. One way of approaching 20 this redundancy is to ignore it and to set up parallel sets of features with some sort of mapping for each one, along the lines of (17) respectively. The default mapping is for AVMs with the same names but distinct 21 projection indices to be mapped onto each other. Purely morphological features such as inflectional class features will then lack corresponding s-indices, while purely fstructure features such as DEFINITE in English will lack corresponding m-indices.
Assuming that the default situation is for a feature to bear both indices, we need some way of preventing certain indexations. Perhaps the simplest way of doing this is to enumerate all the s-only AVMs and all the m-only AVMs and give them a stipulated index ('s' and 'm') respectively. Then we apply an 'elsewhere' rule saying that by default an unmarked feature name receives both indexations. By familiar principles, this rule will not apply to the purely syntactic or purely morphological features. Other devices are conceivable, however.
We can illustrate this organization for Latin. For expository purposes we will make the controversial assumption that voice is an s-structure feature. Since voice has to reflected somehow in f-structure representations, either as a feature, or as a predicate, or as a choice of derivational verb form the exact choice of formalism is immaterial to our concerns. In our informal exposition we will use two notations for s-and mfeatures. Where it is particular germane to the argument to distinguish the two types of feature we will explicitly use s-and m-as prefixes on feature names ([m- These statements conceal a number of assumptions for which we have as yet little firm justification, though these assumptions are largely immaterial to our argument.
We are taking adjectives to lack f-features on the grounds that noun-adjective concord is not to be represented in f-structure, but rather in morphological structure. Recall that we are assuming that it is only semantically interpreted features which appear in f-structures, and this excludes all target agreement features. The agreement features borne by adjectives are represented here at m-structure (in the sense that adjectival agreement is realized by inflections), so that whatever mechanism subserves agreement, on whatever projections, will have to have access to m-structure. (That much at least is uncontroversial.) We have omitted all mention of features for comparative and superlative forms because participles, qua participles, do not have such forms and because it is unclear to us whether comparison represents inflection or derivation.
For simplicity we are taking nominal case features to be purely morphological. This decision could be motivated if all cases uses were 'syntactic' that is, if all cases were used to signal direct grammatical relations. This is not true, of course, but it is a convenient first approximation. The role of case is something which requires very careful investigation in LFG, and which we can't deal with here. Gender is also given as an m-feature, though it is a rather different sort of property from other m-features.
Gender is an inherent property of a lexeme, not a property of a class of word forms and it should arguably be handled by slightly different machinery, therefore. Again, we adopt harmless simplifying assumptions here.
In order to distinguish purely m-features from m-/s-features we make use of the following informal projection index statements 2 : From the point of view of morphological theory, the situation in Latin is one in which a subspace of a morphological, synthetic paradigm is syncretic with a syntactic construction. This is effectively a rule of referral in the sense of Stump (1993) , in that the syntax independently generates a form (copula + participle) and the morphology then 'refers' us to this form as the exponent of part of the morphological paradigm.
Such situations are not particularly uncommon. Stump (in press, ch7, section 5) explicitly proposes such an analysis for the Sanskrit periphrastic future, arguing that it is a part of the verb paradigm (and hence an analytic construction in our terms rather than a periphrastic one). We will follow Stump's approach in broad outline (without attempting the formal detail and sophistication of his account).
The idea of referring part of a morphological paradigm to a syntactic construction requires rather careful explication, and the full implementation of the idea for our Latin data would depend on details of morphological machinery which are irrelevant to our present aims. We will therefore propose an informal morphological rule of the form (21) The rule (21) generates a syntactic fragment, including a fragment of c-structure, which will be subject to the c-structure constraints of Latin and which will be incorporated into larger c-structures in the normal fashion. As seen from the functional annotations, the participle and auxiliary serve as co-heads (in the sense of Bresnan, in press). There are several additional things that need to be said about rule (21).
First, we need to be confident that (21) will pre-empt any synthetic morphological rules of any kind (whether realization rules, rules of referral or whatever). To show this would require an extremely detailed account of the verb system, but the simplest way of achieving this would be to ensure that the realizations of synthetic forms were governed by explicit reference to [m-Aspect:Imperfective]. In that way it would be the synthetic imperfective forms which pre-empt the analytic forms (and we might be able to dispense with the 'Perfective' feature characterization in (21)). However, other possibilities arise depending on details of the formalization and in particular on exactly how the rest of Latin verb morphology is ultimately formalized.
The second point is that we need to write rules for forming the perfective passive participle. First we note that we must distinguish carefully between the way in which the participle expresses perfective passive meaning, and the way in which it is formed.
In a framework such as that of Aronoff (1994) or Stump (in press) the participle is formally a stem type and stems in and of themselves do not express meaning. Rather, stem types are indexed and through this indexation can serve as the realization of certain types of feature combination. Thus, the participle formation rule has two independent components, one morphological the other syntactic. The first constructs a stem of the appropriate form, together with an index linking it to the argument structure/transposition process. This form has no meaning as such, but the index permits it to be used as the realization of meaning or of syntactic functions 3 . We are taking for granted that the morphology has provided such a form (while recognizing that it is a non-trivial task to ensure that the right forms with the right indices are generated). The other component constructs a morphosyntactic representation which specifies that the participle is categorially an adjective and that it has the argument structure of a verb with suppressed external argument. This, then, is the semanticosyntactic side of the representation of the participle. It is this that we refer to as 'A(V)' in (21). That categorial label is a shorthand for whatever syntactic category feature system is used to capture the fact that the participle is syntactically a mixed category, being both verbal and adjectival (and the fact that the participle has the 'external' syntax of an adjective).
An important aspect to this problem is the homology between the participial passive construction and the predicative adjective construction. Much of the burden of capturing this similarity has to fall on the participial rule, for the participle has to be constructed in such a way as to retain the relevant properties of the verb while acquiring the external syntax of an adjective. The problem of participles is part of the more general problem of how to handle 'mixed' categories, and a detailed discussion of the question is outside the scope of this paper. Concrete proposals for handling participles have recently been made in Spencer (1999) . Spencer assumes that the argument structure of verbs includes an indication of the ontological status of the category, a semantic role argument represented as 'E' (for 'eventuality') in the argument structure of the lexeme, following Higginbotham (1985) and many others subsequently. A more elaborated variant of this analysis is given in Butt's (1995) LFG analysis of complex predicates in Urdu. The basic idea can be incorporated into our account by proposing the lexical representation shown in (22) for LAUDO 4 :
In addition, Spencer (1999) argues that adjectives, which he takes to be canonically attributive modifiers, have a semantic role 'A' (for 'attribute') which serves to bind the semantic role 'R' of nouns in attributive modification. An illustration of how this would work for the phrase laudata femina 'the praised woman' is given in (23): (23) laudata femina 'the praised woman'
The notation [SEMROLE A(E)] indicates that the original semantic role 'E' has been demoted and that the semantic role of the derived participle is 'A'. From (19) above we know that an adjective has m-features which include inflectional class, number and gender. Number, gender and case features are determined by the syntax of agreement which we will ignore here. We now just need to associate those m-features not with some syntactic feature set defining adjectives but with the AVM [SEMROLE A].
Finally we then need to add to the grammar of Latin the fact that the passive participle belongs to Class1/2 (as opposed to present active participles which belong to Class3):
The participial passive is formed from a predicative use of the participle rather than an attributive use. What we need to ensure is that the predicatively used participle in the analytic perfective passive has the same syntax as any other predicatively used adjective, and this can easily be done, because we have identified the crucially adjectival property of the participle, namely, that it has the ontological category
Note that there is no alternative to stipulating that ESSE is the auxiliary/copula in the perfective passive construction. Given that stipulation we can borrow the morphosyntax of predicative adjectives generally for the participle construction, in particular their agreement properties. But we cannot hitch a free ride from a copular construction. Although the participle construction has the form of an adjective + copula construction it is not identical to that construction, because ESSE is syntactically an auxiliary verb, not the copular verb, when it occurs in the participle construction. In principle Latin could have used any verb as its passive auxiliary, for instance, it could have used the verb 'become' (FIERI), just as is done in German and Polish. That it used 'be' is an accident of linguistic history. But once this choice was made most of the morphosyntax of the construction is given automatically. These points are discussed in a little more detail below.
The morphosyntactic properties which the analytic construction inherits from the copular construction are inherited through rule (21) by the fact that the auxiliary is identified as ESSE. Indeed, special stipulations would be needed to prevent this.
(Recall that the treatment provided in Börjars et al. 1997 is unable to capture the fact that the passive has essentially the same morphosyntax as a copular + adjective construction.) Börjars et al. (1997) ensure that the auxiliary ESSE inherits certain of the verbal features of the copula ESSE by means of underspecification. It is not clear that this is the best way of approaching matters, and a more promising tack would be to appeal to a hierarchical lexical structure in which the auxiliary can inherit certain of the properties of the copula. However, this is a distinct question.
Finally, the conditioning features of rule (21) are m-features, as required for handling deponents (see below).
Rule (21) does not achieve its effects by permitting the perfective passive to inherit perfective and passive feature values from the participle directly. Indeed, on our approach it is actually an historical accident that the construction makes use of the perfective participle. This apparent failing is actually one of the strengths of our account. The fact of the matter is that it really is an historical accident (albeit a very natural one) that the perfective participle came to be used in this construction. This, indeed, is to be expected given the claim that the analytic construction is part of the verbal paradigm (and that the paradigm is hence "square" and not "L-shaped"). Under our realizational, word-and-paradigm, assumptions we do not endow parts of the exponents of cells in the paradigm with meanings of their own which can be compositionally combined with the meanings of other exponents. In other words, the exponents of m-features are not themselves signs on a realizational theory. It is not surprising, then, that even the analytic passive doesn't show entirely sign-like behaviour.
Finally, we return to the deponents to see how our account works with them. For a deponent we need a special lexical rule of referral which tells us that the voice feature in the morphology is realized by the passive value, informally 5 : (25) applies, the syntax will treat a deponent verb as an active voice form. Given (25), rule 5 A complete account of the matter would take cognizance of the fact that deponents can occasionally be used with passive meaning, but we omit that refinement. All that matters to our argument is that there exist intransitive deponents. Interestingly, even full deponents have active present and future participles: sequens and secuturus from sequor 'follow'. Moreover, the periphrastic future construction in -urus is always active in form: secuturus esse 'to be about to follow', not passive: *secutum iri. This is compatible with our account under which those participles do not form part of the finite paradigm as such, and in which the periphrastic future is simply the future active participle used with the copular verb. These minor idiosyncrasies in the deponent paradigm underline one again that we are dealing with the exponence of m-features and not with anything which f-structure representations need to be concerned with.
(21) will be triggered when we come to construct perfective forms for the deponents and we will obtain the desired form. A further point to note is that we have to ensure that the grammar provides us with 'perfective passive' participles for deponent verbs. Now, the neat derivation of perfective passive participles as the direct realization of argument structure alternations has to be modified anyway to account for impersonal passives of 
Conclusions
We have subjected the Latin 'periphrastic perfective passive' to careful scrutiny following the lead of Börjars et al. (1997) . This construction proves to be particularly problematical for linguistic theory. Like all cases of syntax competing successfully with morphology, it requires special attention.
We have argued that the analytic perfective passive construction, laudata est 'she is/has been praised' is part of the verbal paradigm in the sense that it represents a syntactic construction which realizes purely morphological features. In terms of our metaphor, the Latin morphological paradigm is symmetrical or "square" in shape and does not have a gap making it "L-shaped". This is seen from the existence of deponent verbs which have the form of passives but which behave syntactically like intransitive active verbs. A form such as locuta est 'she spoke/has spoken' is simply the perfective past form of the verb, albeit one expressed analytically.
The existence of deponents is important, because if the paradigm (for transitive verbs)
were "L-shaped" we might be able to say that the syntactic construction was simply the predicative participle + copula serving to realize essentially the same function as the non-existence perfective passive form, without actually forming part of the paradigm itself. This would make the perfective passive into a true periphrastic construction, like laudanda est 'she should be praised'. That analysis has several attractions, because it automatically accounts for the fact that the agreement is identical to that of a predicative adjective and also accounts for the valency properties (given plausible assumptions about the meaning of the perfective passive participle).
However, the deponents show that there does exist a morphological perfective passive paradigm, albeit one realized syntactically, and this renders the 'true periphrasis' analysis untenable. We have therefore proposed an alternative which relies on Stump's (1993, in press ) treatment of rules of referral. Second, the morphological perfective passive paradigm has to be expressed by a syntactic construction consisting of auxiliary/copula and participle, and each of these generates its own set of morphological forms. Only by separating m-feature representations from s-feature representations can we say that laudata est is simultaneously a perfective passive form and also a present tense copula + feminine singular adjective.
Finally, our study has been couched within an avowedly realizational theory of morphology, a variety of word-and-paradigm theory which makes no appeal to the notion of 'morpheme' and in which affixes are not lexical entries with their own properties but are rather realizations of m-features. There is a broad (if not universal)
consensus that theories of the inferential-realizational type are the only ones which can do justice to the full panoply of attested morphological phenomena and the need for rules of referral is a crucial part of that debate within morphology. It is therefore of some interest to see whether the essentially morpheme-based approach to morphological structure presupposed in most LFG work can be successfully replaced by a realizational approach. While much further work needs to be done to show how such a conception of morphology can be made to articulate with LFG syntactic architecture we have at least made a modest start with that project, one in which the distinction between m-features and s-features will prove crucial.
A number of important questions remain unanswered, including myriad details of the Latin system. We make no apologies for the incompleteness of our account. In part this is because a full account would be impossibly unwieldy. However, a major reason is that linguistic theory has yet to provide an acceptable framework for handling a good many of the phenomena which are implicated in the Latin periphrastic construction. These include the nature of agreement (whether attributive or predicative), the nature of 'mixed' categories such as participles, the relationship between auxiliary verbs and homophonous lexical verbs (such as 'be' in Latin), as
well as the precise details of the relationship between m-features and s-features. A full solution to these problems will require clarification of a great deal that is at present very murky. Some of the questions include the following:
• what is the relationship between analytic constructions like the passive perfective and 'true periphrasis' and how do these relate to constructions such as those involving modal and aspectual auxiliaries in English?
• what is the relationship between interpreted and uninterpreted features and at what levels of representation are they recorded?
• to the extent that analytic constructions show the properties of fully compositional syntactic structures, how can they be integrated into those structures?
• to the extent that analytic constructions show syntactic properties distinct from those of corresponding compositional syntactic structures how can the grammar treat them separately from those structures?
• to what extent do the components of analytic structures have lexical properties of their own (including PRED values) and how does this affect their morphosyntactic behaviour? What model of the lexicon do such structures presuppose?
• how in general can a separate morphology (particularly one conceived of in realizational terms, rather than in terms of morphemes) be made to articulate with syntax?
We regard these questions, together with the more general question about how a realization morphology articulates with syntactic theory, as some of the most pressing questions in morphosyntactic theory, and indeed, in linguistic theory generally. Our investigation of a small "corner" of the Latin verb paradigm has thrown some light on some of these questions, but more importantly has served to highlight just how many more questions need to be answered before we can be said to have a thorough understanding of the issues.
